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Decision re: Arctic Engineers and Constructors; Global Marine
Development I:nc.; Global Marine, Inc., by Milton Sozolar (far
Paul G. Deubling, General Counsel).

IssIe Area: Feleral Procirement of Goods and Services (1900)}
Contact: Office of the General Counsel: Procurement Law IT.
Budqe* Function: General Government: Other General Government

(806).
Organitaticn Concerned: Coast Guard.
Authoritv: 4 C.LR. 20.?.(b) (1) .

The protesters objected to the proosedet award of a
contract, alleging that the specifications in the request for
proposals were too restrictive in one area, faileS to. provide
data or requirements for other areas believed to be important,
and were otherwise defective. Thb protest, which was filed after
the closing date for receipt of initial proposals, was untimely
and not for consideration. (Author/SC)
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FILE: 3-189948 D ATE: August 30, 197*

MATTER OF: arctic Engineers and Constructors/Glabal Marine
Developmeit Inc./Global Marine, Inc.

DIGEST:

Protest alleging specification deficiencies which is
filed after cloning date fai receipt of initial propo-
*al5 is untimely and not for %'nstderatioa under GAO
Bid Protest Procedures.

Atctic Zngineers and - Conatruc to-a/Gilobal Marine Pevelopment
Inc./Global Harine, Inc. (Arctic) protest the propored award of
a contyact under request for proposats (RFP) No. CG-74401-&, by
the United States Coast Guard for a non-self-propelled air cushion
icnbreaker.

Arctic asserts that the specifications are too restrictive
in one area, fail to provide data or requiremenrs for other areas
belitved to be important, aind are otherwise defective.

'Bhese allegations relate to deficiencies in the RFP.
Sectdon 20.2(b)(1) of our Bid Protest Procedtirea, 4 C.FPR. 20.2
(b)(l) (1977), provides thal. a protet based upon an allegoid
improprlety in any type of solicitation, which is apparent prior
to bid opening ot the closing date for receipt of initial propo-
sal3, must be filed "prior to bidl opening or the closing date for
receipt of initial proposals." Arctic did not protest these
alleged deficiencies prior to the closing date for receipt of
proposals but only after it had submitted its proposal and that
proposal had been rejected. Accordingly, the protest is untimely
and not for consideration under our Bid Protest Erocedures.

Paul C. ing
Genaral Counsel
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